To what extent is nonvoting due to short-term forces associated with attitudes toward the candidates running for office? Much casual and some scholarly thinking about turnout in American elections supposes that many people choose not to vote because of their feelings about the candidates. In particular, the rational choice literature has formalized the notions of abstention due to indifference toward the candidates (Downs, 1957) and abstention due to alienation toward all candidates (Garvey, 1966; Hinich and Ordeshook, 1969) . The main empirical analysis of these effects is in two articles on the 1968 presidential election. Brody and Page (1973) found indifference and alienation effects on voting turnout in that election, with indifference having the greater effect, while Hinich's (1978) (Downs, 1957) . Since voting consumes time and energy, in the absence of countervailing forces such as psychic benefits from performing one's citizen duty (see Niemi, 1976) (Garvey, 1966) .
Third, if the citizen feels reasonably satisfied by all the major candidates, there is no concern about actually casting a ballot.' I This is abstention due to satisfaction, a form of rational nonvoting not previously described in the literature. 2 Fourth, although Downs (1957) (Converse, 1964) . This leads to the hypothesis that chronic nonvoters will be drawn to the polls if they perceive real stakes in the election-if Brody (1973) found that the effect of alienation on voting turnout was small in 1968 and was less than the effect of indifference. The present study has attempted to provide a more complete classification of causes of candidate-based abstention, but the increased precision has not led to higher estimates of the importance of such abstention.
The (Grofman and Weisberg, 1980) 4. This point affects the estimation of alienation and satisfaction effects more generally. The simple effects model would lead to an estimate of the alienation effect by the probability of P F voting minus that of N F voting. This puts the satisfied in the P F category. If the satisfied do indeed vote less than the concerned, such an estimate necessarily underestimates the alienation effect based on the joint effects model, which should obtain by comparing the probability of (P F , N L ) voting with that of (N F , N L ) voting. By a similar logic, the simple effects model also leads to an underestimate of the satisfaction effect, which should be estimated by subtracting the probability of (P F , N L ) voting minus that of (P F , P L ), rather than comparing the P L and N L categories, since the latter category includes alienated voters as well as concerned ones.
5. Figure 2 Figure 2 (see Grofman, 1977, in (Yarnell, 1975 1952, 1956, 1960, 1964, and 1976 data, the two-party races in which CPS coded five likes and dislikes on each nominee. Unregistered southern blacks are excluded from the 1952-1964 studies for this analysis. Averaging across the five studies, the turnout rates are 83% for the concerned, 78% for the alienated, 71% for the alienated but indifferent, 82% for the satisfied, and 73% for the satisfied but indifferent. Alienation has a greater effect than satisfaction, while indifference has a more uniform effect (although these conclusions do not hold in each election taken separately). Still, alienation was much less common than satisfaction, and indifference was also not very common. Most of the abstainers were concerned citizens. While we feel that the values in Figure 4 are the most valid estimates of the effects of candidate-based abstention, it is clear that candidate-based abstention would be found to be minimal regardless of the choice of variables.
